Attorney's Docket No. 030673-169 
Application No. 10/677.354 

Page 2 



REMARKS 

Claims 1 and 2 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
allegedly unpatentable over Ulrich in view of Mullen. Claim 1 defines a palm 
mechanism for a robot hand comprising, among other elements, a palm plate and a 
turning plate. An actuator for a first finger is fixed on the palm plate and an actuator 
for a second finger is fixed on the turning plate. Accordingly, there is one finger 
actuator on the palm plate and a separate finger actuator on the turning plate. 

The Examiner has cited Ulrich as a primary reference. Ulrich discloses 
rotatable fingers 40, 45 that are both driven by a single actuator 80. However, there 
is no additional disclosure concerning the actuator 80. In addition, the rotational 
fingers 40, 45 cannot move separately or independently from each other. The 
Examiner acknowledges that Ulrich does not teach or suggest a separate turning 
plate. To overcome this deficiency, the Examiner relies upon Mullen, which 
discloses a plurality of fingers 12 and a thumb 13. The thumb is mounted so as to 
rotate about shaft 60 on mount 53. The mount 53 is mounted to rotate about shaft 
54 and the members 53, 54 are mounted on the mount block 50 so as to rotate 
about the pivot 15. However, the actuator of the thumb is not located on any of 
these mounts, but is instead located on the base plate 1 1 . 

Accordingly, neither Mullen nor Ulrich teaches or suggests a palm mechanism 
for a robot hand that includes a palm plate and a turning plate wherein an actuator 
for one finger is mounted on the palm plate and an actuator for a second finger is 
located on the turning plate. 

Accordingly, the rejection of claims 1 and 2 should be withdrawn. 



VA 826737.1 



Attorney's Docket No. 030673-169 
Application No. 10/677.354 

Page 3 



Claims 3, 5 and 7 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Ulrich and Mullen, as applied to claim 1, and 
further in view of Mimura. Claim 4 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Ulrich and Mullen, as applied to claims 1 and 2, and further 
in view of Mimura and Langer. And, claim 6 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) as being unpatentable over the combination of Ulrich and Mullen as applied 
to claim 1 , further in view of Mimura and Arbrink. However, none of the secondary 
references overcome the deficiency of the combination of Mullen and Ulrich set forth 
above. Accordingly, the Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and 
withdraw the outstanding rejections. 

With regard to the obviousness-type double patenting rejection, a terminal 
disclaimer is submitted concurrently herewith. 

The Examiner's attention is also directed to copending application Serial No. 
10/677,361, which was filed on the same date as the present application. The 
copending application has been published as publication No. 2005/0040664. 

In the event that there are any questions concerning this Response, or the 
application in general, the Examiner is respectfully urged to telephone the 
undersigned attorney so that prosecution of the application may be expedited. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Buchanan Ingersoll pc 



Date: December 30. 2005 




William C. Rowland 
Registration No. 30.888 



P.O. Box 1404 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1404 
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